
DIGEST 0F ENOLIsH LAW REPORTS.

ADEMuPTION.-Sce DEvisE, 1.
ÀDvANc.-See DEVISE, 6 ; SETTLEMENT, 2.

AMALGAMATION.
One part of an indenture in two parts, ex-

pressing the terni of amalgamation of two
conipanies. wau executed by one Company,
but the second cornpany, before executing
their part, added a proviso, altering its ternis.
Hdd, that 8aid indenture was void, and that
there was Do amalgamnation. - Wynne'8 Case.
L. R. 8 Ch. 102.

ABIGUITY. -See LEGACY, 4.
ANCIENT LIGur. -Sec PARTY-WALL.

AMM<rI'.-Se ELECTION ; LEGACY, 2.
APPOINTMENT.

1 . A testator, who had power to appoint
the income of a faud to lis wife for lier life,
after directiug that his debts should be paid,

4, gave the residue of his property, real and
personal, to which lie miglit be entitled, or
over which lie miglit have any power of (lis-
position or control, to his w îfe, her heirs,
assigns, and legal representatives. lleld,
that the power was well exercised. -In re
Teape's Trecte, L. t. 16 Eq. 442.

2. A testator, who had a power of appoint-
ment over £6000 cliarged upon real estate, by
his will directed said suin to be invested in
the purcliase of land, and that the rents of
sucli land should be accumulated iu a ruanner
which was void under the Thellusson Act.
Held, that said renta wen t to the next of kin,
and did flot sink into the estate upon whjcli
tliey were charged, nor go to the testator's
heirs.-Simmons v. Pitt, L. &. 8 Ch. 978.

See DEvisE, 2 ; LEGAOY, 1, 6, 9 ; PowpR.
APPRtOPRIATION. -Sec BILLS AND NOTES.

ARBITRATION.
1. The plaintiff Company contracted to

build a railway between certain termini, and
the defendaut company contracted to main-
tain said railway, and carry thereon a.ll traffiç
arising between said termini. Aîd the plain.
tiff and defendant agreed that ail différences
between them shoubi be settled by a standing
arbitrator to be nained by themr in Jantîary
yearly. The plaintiff bulit said road, ami
the defendant carried traffie arising between
said termini upon its owu hunes oýf railway
and not over the plaintiff'a railway. No
arbitrator was appointed. The plaintiff filed
a bil pra;ying an injunction. to restraju the
defendauts froni carrying traffic arising be.
tween said termini over other than their own

4 railway. Held, that the court had jurisdie.
Z tion, and that the injunction should be

granted. - Wolverhampton *é Walsall Railway
Co. v. London & Nortk.western Railway (Jo.,
L. P. 16 Eq. 483.

2. Declaration, that the defendant had

agreed to keep on certain manors aucli anumber ouly of hares and rabbits as would dIo
noiuju.îy to trees upon the manor ; yet thatthe defeudant d1d not; keep such a nunibr,

agreenient was, that if such injury waa doue
the defendant would pay a reasonable com-
pensation for the same, to be determined by
two arbitrators or an umpire, and that no
arbitrators had been appointed. Demurrer,
Held, that the plea was a good one. There
was no liability until an award was made.-
Dawsoa v. FKtzgerald, L. R. 9 Eix. 7.

See CONTRACT, 1.

ARTICLES. -Sec CORPORATION.

ASSENT. -Se LEQAOT, 9.
BANKRUPTOT.

1. G. owed money ta N., who tlireatened
proceedings for the recovery of lis debt. G.
stated to N. that he had no mouey, but that
lie had some oil, and that if N. could induce
a certain firn to buy it lie would pay N.'s
debt out of the proceeds. N. stated the
whole niatter to said finm, who agreed to
buy the oul of G. At this time G. had
no oil, but a few days after lie coutracted
for the purchase of oul from W., and the
oul was delivered to saitl firm at G. 's re-
quest. G. neyer paid W. for the oil, and
had no expectation of being able to do so
wheu lie ordered it. Said firru paid to N. the
amount of lis debt at G.'s request. G. be-
came bankrupt. A jury found that said oil,
being substantially the whole of G. 's property,
was transferred by him when insolveut and
not under pressure, with intent to give N. a
frauduilent preference. The court thereupon
hlN that the transfer was an act of bankrupt-
cy and a frauduleut preference. On appeal,
Held, that on the evideuce the purchase of said
oui was a benulfide transaction, and that N. was
a payee in good faith and for a valtable con-
sideation ;and that tlîere was no act of bauk-
ruptcy and no. frauduleut. preference.-EX
parte Norton. In re Gollen, L. R. 16 Eq. 397.

2. A. aud B., partuers, who hadl borrowed
money of their father for the use of thé
partnership, covenanted, jointly and severally,
that wlien requested hy their father, or by a
trust,e, they would pay ssid money ta trustee,
who 'vas to hold in trust for the father for life,
remainder to A. and B. as tenants in com-
mon ; and iu the mean tume A. and B3. cov-
enanted to pay interest upon said money. A
and B. hecam;bankrupt. Held, that said trus-
tee lad a dlait provable against both the se-
parate aud partner8hip e-states of A. and B. ini
hankruptcy, which was not subject to deduc-
tion ou accont of the reversiainary interest
of À. and B-Ex parte Stone. lIn re Weh&
L. R. 8 Chi. 914.

3. lu 1866 the C. company, which waa in-'
debted to P., agreed to transfer to threu other
companies its whole undertutking, and the
conipalies agreed to give the contract for con-
structing the C. railway to P. or has nominee.
In 1867 P. executed an iuspectorship deed
surrenderiug his effects, and it was provided
that lie should receive lis diacharge as s0011
as ail lis effects should be assigned to the in-
spectors. Iu 1871 P., in consideration of a
certain suni of nioney, nominated a certdil
firm as contractors ta build said railwaY.
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